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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -1 5 are pending in this Office Action. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The filed IDS on 1/16/2006 & 8/4/2005 are considered because they are not 
translated in English Language. Thus, Examiner cannot consider these IDS. 

* 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 8, 13 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Aihara et al (or hereinafter "Aihara") (US 2006/0020828). 

As to claim 8, Aihara teaches the claimed limitations: 

"providing a backup data file comprising a self-restore program" as providing a 
data backup/restoring program (paragraph [0037]); and 

"executing the self-restore program and performing the data restore in the mobile 
device" as if the authentication is made that the PDA at backup and the restore object 
PDA 10 are identical to each other, the system information checking means 116 checks 
the system information on the PDA 10, if a result of the check in the system information 
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checking means 116 shows that the restore is normally feasible, the restore executing 
means 1 17 starts the restore processing and reads out the data in the memory card and 
writes it in the SDRAM 1 2 of PDA. The PDA is represented as mobile device 
(paragraphs [0060, 0061]). 

4 

As to claim 13, Aihara teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the mobile device 

* 

is a Personal Digital Assistant (PDA)" as PDA (abstract). 

As to claim 15, Aihara teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the mobile device 
is a Smart Phone" as portable telephone (abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 CISC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aihara in 
view of Russon (US2003/0220894). 

As to claim 9, Aihara does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein the 
step of executing the self-restore program and performing the data restore comprises: 
determining whether the backup data is existed in the backup data file, and if there is no 
backup data, the executing of the self-restore program is terminated". 
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Russon teaches if the metadata for the file is backed up in the database, the 
metadata can be restored with the file. The above information shows that if the 
metadata of the image file corresponding to the metadata in backup file, the metadata is 
restored (fig. 4, paragraph [0045]); if the metadata for the file is not backed up in the 
database, the metadata is not restored with the file (fig. 4, paragraph [0045]). 

' It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Russon's teaching of if the metadata for the file is 
backed up in the database, the metadata can be restored with the file to Aihara's 
system in order to save time for restoring/backup data. 

7. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aihara in 
view of Russon (US2003/0220894) and further in view of Lohn et al (or hereinafter 
"Lohn") (US 6950836). 

As to claim 10, Aihara does not expclitly teach the claimed limitations "wherein 
the backup data file further comprises an original model data, and the step of executing 
the self-restore program and performing the data restore further comprises: reading an 
current model data of the mobile device; and comparing the current model data with the 
original model data, and if they are matched, all backup data in the backup data file are 
restored". 

Lohn teaches providing time of the last modification of the damaged file, and the 

backup server provides the time of last backup. The file restore filter makes a 

»<- * 

comparison between the time of the last modification of the damaged file and time of the 

* 
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last backup to determine whether changes have been made since the last backup copy, 
if no change were made the damaged file since the last backup, the file is retrieved from 
the backup server 16 and transparently restored to the application. The above 

r 

information indicates that if time of the damaged file matched with time of the last 
backup, the file is restored (col. 4, lines 35-40). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Lohn's teaching of providing time of the last 
modification of the damaged file, and the backup server provides the time of last 
backup. The file restore filter makes a comparison between the time of the last 
modification of the damaged file and time of the last backup to determine whether 
changes have been made since the last backup copy, if no change were made the 
damaged file since the last backup, the file is retrieved from the backup server 16 and 
transparently restored to the application to Aihara's system in order to restore a correct 
version of data corresponding to a user's request. 

8. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aihara in 
view of Russon (US2003/0220894) and further in view of Lohn et al (or hereinafter 
"Lohn") (US 6950836) and Bodnar (US 6295541 ). 

As to claim 1 1 , Aihara teaches the claimed limitation "and the step of executing 
the self-restore program and performing the data restore" as (abstract). 



Application/Control Number: 10/707,708 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2162 

Aihara does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein the backup data 
file further comprises a Personal Information Manager (PIM) data, reading and restoring 
the Personal Information Manager (PIM) data to the mobile device. 

Bodnar teaches PIM data (col. 7, lines 35-40); restoring dataset of PIM to the 
client system (figs. 4A&5; col. 18, lines 50-55). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Bodnar' s teaching of PIM data and restoring data set 
of PIM to the client system into Russon's system in order to restore files from one 
system to another system anytime. 

9. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aihara in 
view of Russon (US2003/0220894) and further in view of Lohn et al (or hereinafter 
"Lohn") (US 6950836), Bodnar and Dalrymple. 

As to claim 12, Aihara teaches the claimed limitations: 
" wherein the backup data file at least comprises an application data" as 
(paragraph [0009]), and "the step of executing the self-restore program and performing 
the data restore" as (paragraph [0010]); 

"searching an application program corresponding to the application data within a 
registry of the mobile device" as a Universally Unique Identifier (UUID) in the memory 
card is read out there and an UUID of the PDA 10 which is an object of restore is read 
out from the UUID holding means 132 of PDA, and comparing these UUIDs to each 
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other. The above information shows that the system searching the UUID corresponding 
to the object within a registry of the PDA. The UUID is not an application program 
(paragraph [0059-0061 ]), 

"if it is found that there is an application program corresponding to the application 
data, the application data is restored; and if it is found that there is no application 
program corresponding to the application data, the application data is not restored" if 
they are matched, the restore is executed by reading out the data in the memory card 
and write it to the SDRAM of PDA. If there are not matched, the restore is not executed 
(paragraphs [0061-0062]). 

Aihara does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "an application program". 

Dalrymple teaches files, applications within a registry of a system (paragraph 
[0038]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Dalrymple's teaching of files and applications within a 
registry of a system to Aihara's system in order to restore copies of entries of common 
applications registry pertaining to the application program and to restore an application 
program including an application program configuration. 

10. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aihara in 
view of Bodnar. 

As to claim 14, Aihara does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
the PDA is a Pocket PC". Bodnar teaches Palmlot device (fig. 1). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Palmlot device to Aihara's system in order to 
restore/backup files in Palmto device to another system covalently during traveling. 

1 1 . Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Russon 
(US 2003/0220894) in view of Dalrymple, III et al (or hereinafter "Dalrymple") (US 
2004/0107199). 

* 

As to claim 1 , Russon teaches a method suitable for an electronic system for 
restoring a backup data, comprising: providing a backup data file (abstract) comprising 

"at least an application data" as application metadata (paragraph [0036); 

"searching an application program corresponding to the application data within a 
registry of the electronic system" as searching said backup database for metadata 
associated with said identified image file. This database is not within a registry of the 
electronic system (col. Right, lines 10-1 1 ); 

"if it is found that there is an application program corresponding to the application 
data, the application data is restored" as if the metadata for the file is backed up in the 
database, the metadata can be restored with the file, the above information shows that 
if the metadata of the image file corresponding to the metadata in backup file, the 
metadata is restored (fig. 4, paragraph [0045]); 

" if it is found that there is no application program corresponding to the 
application data, the application data is not restored" as if the metadata for the file is not 
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backed up in the database, the metadata is not restored with the file (fig. 4, paragraph 
[0045]). 

Russon does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "the application data 
within a registry of the electronic system". 

Dalrymple teaches files, applications within a registry of a system (paragraph 
[0038]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Dalrymple's teaching of files and applications within a 
registry of a system to Russon's system in order to restore copies of entries of common 
applications registry pertaining to the application program and to restore an application 
program including an application program configuration. 

12. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Russon 
(US 2003/0220894) in view of Dalrymple, III et al (or hereinafter "Dalrymple") (US 
2004/0107199) and further in view of Bodnar et al (or hereinafter "Bodnar") (US 
6295541). 

As to claim 2, Russon does not explicitly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein 
the backup data file further comprises a Personal Information Manager (PIM) data, and 
the method for restoring the backup data further comprises: reading and restoring the 
Personal Information Manager (PIM) data to the electronic system". 

Bodnar teaches PIM data (col. 7, lines 35-40); restoring dataset of PIM to the 
client system (figs. 4A&5; col. 18, lines 50-55). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Bodnar's teaching of PIM data and restoring data set 
of PIM to the client system into Russon's system in order to restore files from one 
system to another system anytime. 

13. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Russon 
(US 2003/0220894) in view of Dalrymple, III et al (or hereinafter "Dalrymple") (US 
2004/01 071 99) and further in view of Bodnar and Lohn et al (or hereinafter "Lohn") (US 
6950836). 

* 

As to claim 3, Russon does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation: 
" wherein the backup data file further comprises an original model data, and the 
method for restoring the backup data further comprises: reading an current model data 
of the electronic system; and comparing the current model data with the original model 
data, and if they are matched, all backup data in the backup data file are restored". 

Lohn teaches providing time of the last modification of the damaged file, and the 
backup server provides the time of last backup. The file restore filter makes a 
comparison between the time of the last modification of the damaged file and time of the 
last backup to determine whether changes have been made since the last backup copy, 
if no change were made the damaged file since the last backup, the file is retrieved from 
the backup server 16 and transparently restored to the application. The above 
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information indicates that if time of the damaged file matched with time of the last 
backup, the file is restored (col. 4, lines 35-40). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Lohn's teaching of providing time of the last 
modification of the damaged file, and the backup server provides the time of last 
backup. The file restore filter makes a comparison between the time of the last 
modification of the damaged file and time of the last backup to determine whether 
changes have been made since the last backup copy, if no change were made the 
damaged file since the last backup, the file is retrieved from the backup server 16 and 
transparently restored to the application to Russon's system in order to restore a correct 

V 

version of data corresponding to a user's request. 

14. Claims 4-5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Russon (US 2003/0220894) in view of Dalrymple, III et al (or hereinafter 
"Dalrymple") (US 2004/0107199) and further in view of Aihara et al (or hereinafter 
"Aihara") (US 2006/0020828). 

As to claim 4, Russon does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation " wherein 
the electronic system is a mobile device". Aihara teaches PDA (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Aihara's teaching of PDA to Russon's system to 
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restore backing up data to another system any time conveniently when traversing out of 
office. 

As to claim 5, Russon does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein the 
mobile device is a Personal Digital Assistant (PDA). 
Aihara teaches PDA (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Aihara's teaching of PDA to Russon's system in order 
to restore backing up data to another system any time conveniently when traversing out 
of office. 

.t 

As to claim 7, Russon does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein the 
mobile device is a Smart Phone". 

Aihara teaches portable telephone (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 

r 

the invention was made to apply Aihara's teaching of portable telephone to Russon's 
system in order to restore backing up data to another system any time conveniently 
when traversing out of office. 

15. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Russon 
(US 2003/0220894) in view of Dalrymple, III et al (or hereinafter "Dalrymple") (US 



Application/Control Number: 10/707,708 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2162 

2004/0107199) and further in view of Aihara et al (or hereinafter "Aihara") (US 
2006/0020828) and Bodnar. 

As to claim 6, Russon does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein the 
PDA is a Pocket PC". Bodnar teaches Palmlot device (fig. 1 ). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Palmlot device to Russon's system in order to 
restore/backup files in Palmto device to another system covalently during traveling. 

1 6. Claims 1 , 4-5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over of Aihara et al (or hereinafter "Aihara") (US 2006/0020828) in view of Dalrymple, 
III et al (or hereinafter "Dalrymple") (US 2004/0107199). 

* 

As to claim 1 , Aihara teaches a method suitable for an electronic system for 
restoring a backup data, comprising: providing a backup data file (abstract) comprising 

" wherein the backup data file at least comprises an application data" as 
(paragraph [0009]), and "the step of executing the self-restore program and performing 
the data restore" as (paragraph [0010]); 

"searching an application program corresponding to the application data within a 
registry of the mobile device" as a Universally Unique Identifier (UUID) in the memory 
card is read out there and an UUID of the PDA 10 which is an object of restore is read 
out from the UUID holding means 132 of PDA, and comparing these UUIDs to each 
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other. The above information shows that the system searching the UUID corresponding 
to the object within a registry of the PDA. The UUID is not an application program 
(paragraph [0059-0061]), 

"if it is found that there is an application program corresponding to the application 
data, the application data is restored; and if it is found that there is no application 
program corresponding to the application data, the application data is not restored" if 
they are matched, the restore is executed by reading out the data in the memory card 
and write it to the SDRAM of PDA. If there are not matched, the restore is not executed 
(paragraphs [0061 -0062]). 

Aihara does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "an application program". 

Dalrymple teaches files, applications within a registry of a system (paragraph 
[0038]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Dalrymple's teaching of files and applications within a 

■ 

registry of a system to Aihara' s system in order to restore copies of entries of common 
applications registry pertaining to the application program and to restore an application 
program including an application program configuration. 

As to claim 4, Aihara teaches the claimed limitation " wherein the electronic 

♦ * 

system is a mobile device" as PDA (abstract). 
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As to claim 5, Aihara teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the mobile device is 
a Personal Digital Assistant (PDA)" as PDA (abstract). 

* 

As to claim 7, Aihara teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the mobile device is 
a Smart Phone" as portable telephone (abstract). 

17. Claims 2, 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over of 
Aihara et al (or hereinafter "Aihara") (US 2006/0020828) in view of Dalrymple, III et al 
(or hereinafter "Dalrymple") (US 2004/0107199) and further in view of Bodnar. 

As to claim 2, Aihara does not explicitly teaches the claimed limitation "wherein 

* 

the backup data file further comprises a Personal Information Manager (PIM) data, and 
the method for restoring the backup data further comprises: reading and restoring the 
Personal Information Manager (PIM) data to the electronic system". 

Bodnar teaches PIM data (col. 7, lines 35-40); restoring dataset of PIM to the 
client system (figs. 4A&5; col. 18, lines 50-55). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Bodnar's teaching of PIM data and restoring data set 
of PIM to the client system into Aihara's system in order to restore files from one system 
to another system anytime. 
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As to claim 6, Aihara does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein the 

* 

PDA is a Pocket PC". Bodnar teaches Palmlot device (fig. 1 ). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Palmlot device to Aihara's system in order to 

* ■ 

restore/backup files in Palmto device to another system convienently during traveling. 

18. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over of Aihara 
• et al (or hereinafter "Aihara") (US 2006/0020828) in view of Dalrymple, III et al (or 

+ ■ 

hereinafter "Dalrymple") (US 2004/0107199) and further in view of bodnar and Lohn. 

As to claim 3, Aihara does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation: 
" wherein the backup data file further comprises an original model data, and the 
method for restoring the backup data further comprises: reading an current model data 
of the electronic system; and comparing the current model data with the original model 
data, and if they are matched, all backup data in the backup data file are restored". 

Lohn teaches providing time of the last modification of the damaged file, and the 
backup server provides the time of last backup. The file restore filter makes a 

* * 

comparison between the time of the last modification of the damaged file and time of the 
last backup to determine whether changes have been made since the last backup copy, 

■ 

if no change were made the damaged file since the last backup, the file is retrieved from 
the backup server 1 6 and transparently restored to the application. The above 
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information indicates that if time of the damaged file matched with time of the last 
backup, the file is restored (col. 4, lines 35-40). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Lohn's teaching of providing time of the last 
modification of the damaged file, and the backup server provides the time of last 
backup. The file restore filter makes a comparison between the time of the last 
modification of the damaged file and time of the last backup to determine whether 
changes have been made since the last backup copy, if no change were made the 
damaged file since the last backup, the file is retrieved from the backup server 16 and 
transparently restored to the application to Aihara's system in order to restore a correct 
version of data corresponding to a user's request. 

Conclusion 

1 9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
Shen (US 661 1850). 
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* 
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